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ABSTRACT
Understanding How Temporal Duration and Rhetorical Influence
Shape Student Writing Processes
Shaila Bringhurst
Department of English, BYU
Master of Arts
This thesis proposes a novel way to theorize genre, understand students’ writing
practices, and encourage more robust writing processes. I propose a method of categorizing texts
according to temporal duration and use the resulting methodology as a lens to better understand
student composing processes. I use temporal duration theory to analyze the composing processes
of 53 BYU students over the course of two years. The results of my analysis suggest that a
student’s writing process correlates with the duration of a text’s rhetorical influence. This is
manifest in two ways: (1) as students write with a purpose of creating, promoting, or sharing an
identity with the audience; and (2) as students write with the belief that the text will be useful to
them at some future date. In both these circumstances, it isn’t only that students have particular
goals related to the audience and purpose—goals which drive process. Rather, it is also that
students see how the influences and purposes of texts might endure, and their belief in duration
motivates writers to engage in robust writing process activities. Genre temporal duration theory
offers opportunities for future research about writing process, student engagement, and writing
pedagogy.
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Introduction
Scholars in the field of composition studies have compiled a substantial body of theory
and research on the nature of student writing processes, the majority of this research having
taken place during the 70s and 80s. According to Pamela Takayoshi (2018), the number of
empirical publications reached its peak in 1983, and since then, data-based research on writing
process has all but disappeared (552). Takayoshi argues that “this premature turning away [from
studies on writing process] has not prepared us for understanding in any depth what writers
twenty years later do when they compose with technologies, multiple audiences, contexts, and
purposes that were unimaginable at the height of composing process research in composition
studies” (551-2). Takayoshi then issued an invitation to the field of composition, asking scholars
and teachers to bring back data-based research of the writing process. This study answers
Takayoshi’s call for research.
My research examines the writing processes of 53 BYU students over the span of two
years. My ultimate research question is, What is the relationship between a student’s writing
process and a text’s duration of rhetorical influence (the length of time during which the text
continues to fulfill its intended purposes)? In attempting to answer this question, I developed a
methodology which allowed me to code and categorize texts according to temporal dimensions. I
propose that this methodology is a useful lens for studying texts in this digital age.
In developing my methodology, I drew from rhetoric and writing studies theories as well
as from a media studies method of genre classification. Genres, I suggest, can be understood in
terms of their duration of rhetorical influence (a term which I further elaborate later). I suggest
that duration of rhetorical influence may—when used as a theoretical frame—help explain why
students compose the way they do. As my later findings will indicate, students typically use
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more robust writing processes when composing in genres with longer durations of rhetorical
influence. In some cases, robust writing processes indicate that the period of composition lasts
longer. In other cases, robust writing processes merely mean the student includes more writing
activities while composing. In either case, the student writing processes are more robust when
the duration of rhetorical influence increases. There are two ways in which this manifests in the
data: (1) when students are writing with the goal of creating, promoting, or sharing an identity
with the audience; and (2) when students believe the writing will be useful at some future date.
In both these situations, it isn’t that the audience and purpose of the texts alone influence student
writing processes (this is something we already know from RGS and writing process research).
Rather, it is that in these circumstances, students believe the influence of the text will persist into
the future, and it is that belief in duration which inspires students to employ more robust writing
processes.
Literature Review
There are two components to this research—writing process and duration of rhetorical
influence—and I situate each within a body of scholarship. I use writing studies scholarship to
explain the importance of writing process in modern pedagogy, and I use rhetorical genre studies
(RGS) to articulate the rhetorical situation as a framework for my definition of rhetorical
influence. In the following sections, I will briefly explain each component and then synthesize
them in my own theory of temporal duration as a lens for understanding student writing
processes.
Writing Process
Scholars are concerned with student writing processes in part because research indicates
process and product are inherently connected. In 1972, Donald Murray describes his frustration
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that no matter how he performs surgery on his students’ papers, the “repetitive autopsying
[doesn’t] give birth to live writing” (3). The issue, he says, has everything to do with the focus of
teachers. “No matter how careful our criticisms, they do not help the student since when we
teach composition we are not teaching a product, we are teaching a process” (3). Students don’t
become good writers by writing only first drafts, Murray explains. They become good writers by
learning to prewrite and rewrite as well. When student processes improve, student products also
improve.
Murray’s comments sparked an era of writing process research which further expanded
and refined our understanding of student composing processes. Sondra Perl suggested that
students perform retrospective structuring as they write—i.e. they reread their writing to gather a
sense of meaning before continuing their paper (317-36). Nancy Sommers added that student
processes are recursive not linear. Susan McLeod later contributed that emotions such as anxiety,
motivation, and belief impact student writing processes both positively and negatively (426). The
breadth and depth of writing process research was extensive, and it is impossible to list all the
contributions scholars have made over the years. However, one area of research which more
particularly aligns with my question concerns the aspects of the rhetorical situation that drive
student writing processes.
In 1980, Linda Flower and John R. Hayes published a seminal article, proposing that “the
force which drives composing is the writer’s own set of goals, purposes, or intentions” (27).
Flower and Hayes’ findings were later corroborated by Carol Berkenkotter’s research. However,
Berkenkotter added that a writer’s “representation of the audience played a significant role in the
development of the writer’s goals” (395). In other words, the student’s perception of the
audience would influence goal-setting, which would in turn influence student writing process
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decisions. Alecia Magnifico in 2010 took the conversation a step further, suggesting that
audience alone can influence student writing—in the digital age, an active/responsive audience
can, on its own, motivate student writing (180).
These findings suggest a strong correlation between audience and purpose and writing
process. Scholars suggest that audience and purpose independently and collectively influence the
time students spend composing a text. My study elaborates our understanding of the relationship
between audience, purpose, and writing process by adding time to our conceptualization. I
suggest that writers make decisions about writing process by considering the duration of
rhetorical influence.
Duration of Rhetorical Influence
The duration of rhetorical influence is the length of time in which a text continues to
fulfill social purposes conceived by the rhetor (I will explain this definition in more depth later).
This concept of texts having purposes and taking part in social actions is rooted in Lloyd Bitzer’s
theory of the rhetorical situation. In 1968, Bitzer proposed that texts exist within situations
consisting of an exigence (“an imperfection marked by urgency”), a rhetorical audience
(comprising people who can improve or solve the imperfection), and constraints (generated by
the rhetor or outside forces). These three elements create what Bitzer calls the rhetorical situation
(6-7). Built into his theory is the understanding that time is an integral player in the life of any
text. Each instance of a genre is governed by time. Exigency, being “an imperfection marked by
urgency” (Bitzer 6), requires a time-sensitive response. Rhetors cannot postpone their replies too
long, or the exigency might expire. Furthermore, the publication of a successful text (of any
genre) must be kairotic—occuring at the perfect moment to address the exigency (Bawarshi 80).
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Carolyn Miller expanded Bitzer’s theory, agreeing that rhetorical situations repeat
themselves, and genres thus develop as responses to those recurrences (159). Genres act as
agents to fulfill social purposes or actions within recurring situations. Genres become what they
are because writers faced with similar writing tasks (recurring situations) make similar strategic
choices (rhetorical actions), and over time, readers come to expect those similarities and to
recognize the rhetorical situation when they see its rhetorical traces (typification). Miller’s
research established a body of knowledge called Rhetorical Genre Studies (RGS), and many
theorists have contributed to this field over time. Anne Freadman added that genres—like tennis
games—function within larger ceremonials which situate them in relationship to other genres.
Amy Devitt emphasized Miller’s idea that situations and genres are mutually structured—genres
“not only respond to but also construct recurring situations” (577). Later, Devitt, Reiff, and
Bawarshi further explained that genres are dynamic, changing over time as situations transform:
“People change genres, usually slowly and imperceptibly, as they begin to recognize the ways in
which genres no longer fully serve their needs” (163). Situations evolve over time, and with that
evolution follows the gradual shift of genre features.
My Theory: Temporal Duration
In understanding that texts act as agents to influence audiences for various purposes
throughout time, it is difficult to quantify the duration of that influence without knowing the
future. For instance, an inconsequential message sent by a husband to a wife might engender new
meaning were the husband to unexpectedly die in a car accident. The husband couldn’t have
known, while writing, that the message would later become a symbol to his wife. The rhetorical
influence of his text could not have been anticipated at the beginning stages of writing. This lack
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of fore-knowledge presents a challenge to scholars who wish to study writing process according
to time or duration of influence.
Using media studies John Hartley as a springboard, I suggest that we can measure the
duration of rhetorical influence if we conceive it as the length of time between (1) the conception
of a text and (2) the fulfillment of the text’s purposes as envisioned by the rhetor at the time of
its creation. So if a writer were composing a text with the sole purpose of getting a response for a
dinner invite, then the duration of rhetorical influence would be measured from the conception of
the text to when the writer received a response (minutes, maybe hours). This would be a short
duration of rhetorical influence. If, on the other hand, the writer were composing the text hoping
to encourage an enduring relationship, then the duration of the text would perpetuate until the
student no longer cared about that relationship. It would have a long duration of rhetorical
influence. As a final example, if a writer were composing the text to arrange accommodations
with a hotel manager for a business conference, then the duration of the text’s influence would
continue until the event ended, perhaps in a few weeks or months. This text would have a mid
duration of rhetorical influence.
For my study, the accuracy of students’ predictions of rhetorical influence matters less
than their perception of a text’s duration. I suggest that the way in which a writer envisions a
text’s duration of rhetorical influence impacts how the writer composes the text. Temporal
duration, I assume, correlates with writing process, and my research methodology gives us a way
to study that correlation.
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Methods
The Corpus
The corpus of student interviews I am using comes from an in-progress, IRB-approved
longitudinal study directed by Jon Ostenson and Amy Williams at Brigham Young University
(BYU). I am a research assistant for the study. Professors Ostenson and Williams have allowed
me to use their corpus for my own research, and throughout this paper, I will use “they” or
“their” to indicate activity related to Ostenson and Williams’s larger study and “I” and “my”
when referencing my independent use of the corpus for the research described in this thesis.
Ostenson and Williams’ study seeks to understand how students transfer their learning
from FYC (about rhetoric, genre, process, and metacognition) to other writing contexts and other
writing classes. They enrolled 53 BYU students, all of which completed FYC during the 20182019 academic year and agreed to be interviewed annually between March and April for five
years. Of the participants, 29 are male, 24 are female. The students’ majors fall within five
categories: STEM (31), humanities (9), communications/marketing (6), undecided (3), and other
(4). They volunteered for the study and receive annual monetary compensation.
The students select and bring two writing samples to their interviews—one academic and
one non-academic. The academic sample may include any piece of writing which receives a
grade from a teacher. The non-academic sample may be anything written outside of school,
regardless of length or genre. In 2019, 51 study participants attended their interview. In 2020,
only 39 participated due to the coronavirus, leave of absence, and natural attrition. Thus the
current corpus comprises 90 interviews.
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Interviews
Ostenson and Williams gather data using semi-structured, text-based interviews. They
chose this method because they wanted to study student writing processes outside controlled
environments and timeframes. Students sometimes bring samples which they have spent years
developing. Semi-structured interviews allow Williams and Ostenson to ask both predetermined
and spontaneous questions about audience, purpose, mindfulness, invention, pre-writing,
research, writing, revision, and reflection.
My Research and Coding
My research differs from Ostenson and Williams’ in that I am less interested in transfer
and more interested in student writing processes. My research questions explore the correlation
between the complexity of student writing processes and the nature of texts. Specifically my
research question is, What is the relationship between a student’s writing process and a text’s
duration of rhetorical influence (the length of time during which the text continues to fulfill its
intended purposes)?
In a first round of coding, I coded for concepts associated with composition and duration
of consumption (the time during which a text is read). My first-round codes were composition,
genre, audience, length of consumption, and purpose. I developed more nuanced codes
(Appendix A). To increase coding reliability, I coded two transcripts with Professor Amy
Williams, during which time we discussed and compared codes.
With regards to the writing process codes, I coded for the four stages of the writing
process as identified by writing studies scholars—prewriting, writing, rewriting, and reflection
(Brian Jackson; Kara Taczak; Kathleen Yancey). I coded composition activities according to the
purpose those activities fulfilled, as indicated by the students. So if a student performed an
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activity which performed a planning purpose, then I coded it under “planning,” regardless of
when the activity occurred in the student’s writing process. Appendix A indicates the codes I
used for writing process activities and their purposes. With regards to the reflection codes, I
acknowledge that Kathleen Yancey has expanded the definition of reflection to include thinking
which occurs during any stage of the writing process; however, I coded only for reflection-inpresentation. After coding for writing process activities, I counted them and gave each writing
sample a total number. So if a student described three planning activities, one writing activity,
and two revising activities, I wrote six as the total.
During a second coding cycle, I used axial coding to “link categories with subcategories
and ask how they were related” (qtd in Saldana 244), and I realized that duration of consumption,
the length of time an audience might spend reading the text, did not correlate with student
writing processes. In other words, the time a reader might spend consuming a text did not seem
to influence how much time students spent composing it. Intrigued with this finding, I developed
a theory of duration of rhetorical influence. I then returned to the data and coded for rhetorical
influence. My findings below reflect this third cycle of coding.
To code for rhetorical influence, I borrowed a quantification method from John Hartley
who, in a piece about genre frequencies, suggested that genres can be categorized as short, mid,
or long, depending on the length of their temporal durations. A short duration lasts no longer
than a week before the text is replaced by another text of its kind. A mid duration lasts a month,
quarter, or year. And a long duration extends beyond a year (252). I adapted Hartley’s method so
I could code for rhetorical influence. In interviews, we had asked students to articulate their
purposes for writing each text. I used those purposes to determine the duration of rhetorical
influence. If a student said her purpose in writing were to receive a grade, then I coded the
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sample as short or mid, depending on how long it took the student to receive the grade. If a
student said his purpose were to receive an essay scholarship, then I coded the sample as mid
since it typically takes scholarship committees a month or more to select a winner. Lastly, if a
student were writing to establish an identity or relationship with the audience, then I coded the
duration as long since the student envisioned a long duration of rhetorical influence. Table 1
illustrates a small sampling of my analysis.
Table 1 Examples of Coding for Rhetorical Influence, Audience, and Purposes
Name Date

Genre

Length of Audience
Rhetorical
Influence

Purposes

John

Facebook Post

Mid

-Apt. Complex
Mngmt
-Other renters

-Reverse a decision
-Garner support

Brook 2019

Rhetorical
Analysis

Short

Teacher

Grade

Clark

Reflective
Narrative
(out of
school)

Long

-Self
-Sister (later)
-Ensign Mag.
Readers

-Synthesize his thoughts
-Help her understand
-Connect with others
who’ve experience
something similar

2019

2019

Analysis and Findings
My findings show, again, that duration of consumption did not correlate with writing
process. Whether a student is writing a text message (which will be consumed quickly) or a
research paper (which will be consumed over a longer period of time), the time of consumption
doesn’t make a difference in terms of student writing process involvement (see Table 2).
Furthermore, the number of audiences to which students were writing did not correlate with
writing process (see Table 3). Whether students are writing with one audience in mind or more,
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the data does not indicate a significant increase or decrease in writing process activities. Nor
does writing process appear to correlate with the type of genre in which students were writing
(see Table 4). Whether students are writing in academic or non-academic genres, the numbers
are, on average, the same.
Table 2 Correlation between Consumption and Writing Process Activities
Duration of
Consumption

Average number of Writing
Process Activities

Mode of Writing Process
Activities

Short

4.4

4 or 7 (bimodal)

Mid

7.6

7

Long

5.8

7

Table 3 Correlation between Audience and Writing Process Activities
Number of
Audiences

Average Number of Writing
Process Activities

Mode of Writing Process
Activities

1

5

5

2

6

4 and 8

3

5.4

5

4+

(Too few examples)

(Too few examples)

Table 4 Correlation between Genre and Writing Process Activities
Genre Type

Average Number of Writing
Process Activities

Mode of Writing Process
Activities

In-School Writing 5.14

5

Out-of-School
Writing

7

5.52

However, in a third cycle of coding (and second round of analysis), I found that writing
process does correlate with the duration of rhetorical influence. Longer durations correspond
11

with more student writing involvement. In particular, there are two ways in which this manifests.
First, students show more writing involvement when they have in mind an identity they want to
create, promote, or share with the audience (see Table 5). Second, on average, students
demonstrate between one and two more writing process activities when they believe the writing
will be personally useful at some future date (see Table 6). In both these circumstances, the
rhetorical influence of the texts are mostly mid or long durations, and the students’ writing
processes are more robust, leading me to suggest that duration of rhetorical influence might be an
predictor of student writing process involvement. The interviews support this notion, as the
student examples below will illustrate. It isn’t that the audiences and purposes of the texts alone
prompt robust student writing processes (something we already know from RGS and writing
process research). It is also that students sometimes believe those influences or purposes of the
text will endure, and it is that duration which inspires greater process involvement.
Table 5 Correlation between Identity, Writing Activities, and Duration of Rhetorical Influence
Purpose for Writing
the Paper 1

Average Writing
Process Activities

Mode of Writing
Process Activities

Duration of Rhetorical
Influence

Create/Promote a
6.125
Relationship or Identity
(Burke)

7

Short Duration:
5%
Medium Duration: 32%
Long Duration:
63%

Another Purpose

4

Short Duration:
76%
Medium Duration: 24%
Long Duration:
0%

3.68

1

Note that there may have been additional purposes for the writing; however, if one of the purposes was to create,
promote, or share an identity with the audience, then I counted it in the first row. If not, I counted it in the second.
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Table 6 Correlation between Perception of Usefulness and Writing Process Activities
Perception of Usefulness of
the Writing at a future date

Average Writing Process
Activities

Duration of Rhetorical
Influence

Believed the writing would be
useful later

6.15

Short Duration:
0%
Medium Duration: 21%
Long Duration:
79%

Did not believe the writing
would be useful later

4.76

Short Duration:
56%
Medium Duration: 32%
Long Duration:
12%

Students Envision an Identity with the Audience
Kenneth Burke theorizes that a key purpose of rhetoric is to encourage identification
between rhetors and audiences: “A is not identical with his colleague, B. But insofar as their
interests are joined, A is identified with B. Or he may identify himself with B even when their
interests are not joined, if he assumes that they are, or is persuaded to believe so” (20). Burke
argues that identification makes people consubstantial—they become one in terms of their
actions, concepts, images, ideas, attitudes, or so on (21). Rhetors use texts to identify with their
audiences. The texts engender social relationships which persist after the texts cease to satisfy
whatever original exigence prompted them. In this regard, not only do texts and their purposes
perpetuate the duration rhetorical influence, but the new identities formed by the texts also
extend the duration as well.
For my purposes, Burke’s theory explains why there is a correlation between the length
of rhetorical influence, the purposes of student writing (if that purpose is to create, promote, or
share an identity with an audience), and student involvement in writing process. If a student
returns home from a date and decides to text the other person, thanking him or her for the outing,
and if the student also wants to encourage a romantic relationship, then the student might labor
over the text message. It’s not just that the audience has a personal connection to the student. It is
13

that the student knows the text could help establish relationships which will outlive the
immediate situation. The text will expire, but the identification will, ideally, live on. Thus the
rhetorical influence is extended, and the writing process is more robust.
Andrew, a participant from the study, illustrates this theory. While scrolling through
Facebook, Andrew read a post on his church group Facebook page announcing choir practice.
The choir director had spelled the word “singing” as “sinning,” which Andrew thought was
pretty funny. He decided to respond and hopefully give the group a laugh, writing, “I know it can
sometimes seem fun to sin, but it won’t lead to lasting happiness. And I know I’m preaching to
the choir, but even they shouldn’t sin on the sabbath.” Andrew said that his first sentence
targeted friends who, like him, had volunteered as proselytizing missionaries. Andrew figured
they could relate to the first sentence since they had often said similar things during their
missions. The second sentence targeted a more general audience—college students. He figured
they would relate to the play-on-words and tongue-in-cheek humor.
Andrew spent a while re-wording both sentences, changing phrases like “it can seem
beneficial” to “it can seem good” and finally to “it can sometimes seem fun”. He also said he
spent considerable time deciding whether or not to include a winky emoji. On the one hand, he
figured the joke would be more humorous if he left the emoji out. However, on the other hand,
the girl who had written the original post might not know he was joking if he removed the emoji.
Since Andrew didn’t know the girl very well, he decided to leave the emoji in, to “convey that I
was not serious.”
The time during which the audience would read his post in context of the choir
announcement would be minutes, maybe hours. However, the rhetorical influence of the post
would extend much longer in the form of identifying with the readers. Andrew was writing, in
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large part, to invite them to share a certain identity with him, and he described doing that in three
ways. First, he set the stage by increasing his “overall, like, street cred . . . because people would
kind of like get to know me a little better.” Second, Andrew invited his audience to identify with
him through humor—showing that they and he were alike because both thought the joke was
funny. Yet while ingratiating himself to those who shared his humor, Andrew didn’t want to
estrange himself from the girl who’d written the initial message. He wanted the girl included in
the shared identity as well, “which was another reason why I wanted to make it super clear that I
was joking.” So third, Andrew portrayed himself as someone who was funny but not unkind, and
he did that by adding an emoji which he wouldn’t usually add.
Flower and Hayes would argue that Andrew’s writing process was robust because he had
specific goals relating to the audience and purpose of the piece (“The Cognition”). However, I
also suggest that we can better understand his audience and purpose if we consider their temporal
properties. It was not just the immediate situation which prompted Andrew’s writing decision. It
was that he knew the text would have a long duration of rhetorical influence—both in portraying
an image of himself and in establishing and maintaining a relationship with his audience. He
knew the rhetorical influence of the post—in this case, a shared identity—would perpetuate even
after the post ceased to be read, so he took the time to craft a text which, if accepted, would make
him “substantially one” with his audience (Burke 21).
Andrew’s example is indicative of a pattern I observed multiple times in the study and
which the numbers in Table 5 reflect. Students are very much mindful of their audiences and the
identities they do or don’t want to establish with those audiences. Student writing processes
reflect that mindfulness. Participant Jess, for example, included a little dry humor in her paper
“because that is [my teacher’s] type of humor,” and she wanted to share a laugh with him. I’d
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suggest that she wants to establish an identity with him, one of shared humor at the very least. As
another example, participant James, for a particular essay, spent more time than usual on his
editing process because his teacher was an editor and would, he reasoned, care more about that
sort of thing. Participant Melanie planned to read some books her teacher had written so she
could better write in a style her teacher would like. Participant Hillary revised her application to
the United States Naval Academy so her writing was short and formal, “cause I knew that they
were busy people,” and she wanted to portray herself as someone who was considerate. When
students care about the identity they share with their teachers, they will adjust their processes to
vivify that identity. Again, it isn’t that the students are appealing to the audience. It is that they
want to identify with their audience for a duration of time.
On the flip side, if students believe their audience doesn’t care about the quality of
writing, then students often see little reason to exert much effort since they believe the quality of
the writing won’t help or hinder the formation of that identity. Participant Carl, for example, said
he often puts some effort into his papers but not much, because the professors don’t “really care
about, um, the writing.” However, when they do care, and when Carl wants to connect with the
teacher, Carl spends more time on his papers. For instance, Carl spent twenty hours on a paper
for his first-year writing class because, as he said, the teacher had challenged him, and he wanted
to impress the teacher and exceed his expectations. Since the teacher cared greatly about the
quality of writing, Carl took the time to make his paper “good” because he wanted the teacher to
see him as a careful writer, someone different from the rest of the class. He wanted to convince
the teacher that they shared an identity—both he and the teacher cared for meticulous writing.
Carl, Andrew, and the other student examples illustrate that (1) students use writing to
establish identities with that audience, and (2) students anticipate those identities will persist
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even after the text has served its intended purpose. Furthermore, students will adjust their
processes to create the quality of writing the audience will best relate with. If a student is texting
a friend who thinks good grammar is snobbish, then the student might purposefully use poor
grammar because she doesn’t want to estrange her friend. On the flip side, a different student
might dislike adding punctuation in his text, but in an attempt to identify with his audience (his
dad, perhaps), he might take time to add punctuation. It isn’t that the text is going to last long,
and it isn’t that the audience is personal. It’s that the student is using writing to establish or
promote a shared identity—to become consubstantial with an audience, as Burke would say. This
identity will perpetuate beyond the lifespan of the text, and it is that duration of rhetorical
influence which prompts the student to alter his/her writing processes (usually in a way which is
more robust).
Students Believe the Writing will be Personally Useful at a Future Date
In 2017, Michele Eodice and a team of scholars published the results of a three year study
in which they explored how university seniors and faculty across three diverse universities
perceive meaningful writing experiences. They reported:
Projects deemed meaningful over seven hundred students invite [students] to (1) tap into
the power of personal connection, (2) see what they’re writing as applicable, relevant,
real world, and connected to their future selves, [and] (3) immerse themselves in what
they’re thinking, writing, and researching, including engagement in processes of writing.
(108-9)
These findings support the results of my study, which corroborate that students find meaning in
writing that they can connect to their future selves. Beyond this, though, my study suggests that
meaningful writing is meaningful, in part, because of its duration of rhetorical influence. It’s not
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just that the student has a personal connection to the topic, per se, but it’s that the student sees
the writing as being useful at a future date. The range of the text’s influence extends beyond the
immediate rhetorical situation. And that increased duration encourages more robust writing
processes.
Jane is one of many good examples of this. Every Christmas, Jane’s family gathers for a
poetry reading. Usually expectations are low, Jane says. “There [isn’t] like an expectation of
quality.” So Jane typically whips up some “fluffy” poem about Christmas, reads it to her family,
and calls it good. However, in 2019, Jane spent a great deal of time on her poem—exceeding her
family’s expectations, surprising them—and the reason, I suggest, is because Jane wrote the
poem intending to use it again at a future date for a specific purpose. So the poem’s duration of
rhetorical influence inspired her to spend more time on the piece.
Her process began as she took time to think about Christmas and her experience being at
college. After thinking it through, she jotted ideas down on a paper, using favorite memorized
poems as a guide for how she should structure it. Jane then spent time looking for specific words
like “kazoo” and “pineapple” which could spark her memory of favorite experiences from the
semester. “I worked on it, revised it multiple times” before typing it on the computer. Lastly, she
revised the poem two more times for grammar, flow, and audience, ending when she was
satisfied with the result. Jane presented the poem to her family; however, she didn’t think of
them as her primary audience. “So like my first couple drafts were with me as the main audience,
but then once I transferred it to the computer, it was like, oh yeah, I'm sharing this with my
family.” Before reading it to her family, she changed a couple words so they would hopefully
understand the poem, but despite her efforts, Jane’s family was still confused, and Jane had to
explain the poem to them.
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Although the exigence which prompted Jane’s poem was the Christmas party—and
although her poem should have fulfilled its purpose and expired at the party reading—Jane didn’t
write the poem with that duration in mind. Jane said that while writing the poem, “[I was]
envisioning myself reading this poem . . . like in the future, and I wanted myself to be able to
remember all the things that had happened, to help me remember the experiences of last
semester.” The rhetorical influence of the text, for Jane, would persist to some future date when
she would want to remember her semester at college. Usually, when writing to her family alone,
Jane writes “fluff” as she calls it, but this was “deep” and “personal.” However, with a desire to
remember her experiences at college, Jane willingly employed a more robust writing process
because she knew the rhetorical influence of the text would outlive the Christmas party.
In another example, participant Haley was assigned an essay in which she needed to
choose a theme from the text, perform a word study in connection to the theme, and write a paper
on it. The teacher did not provide a rubric, and Haley reported feeling frustrated and lost because
she was not sure how to go about writing the paper. Her writing process began as she created a
list of potential words/themes. From there, she used an app called Word Cruncher to locate the
words in the text and root out the ones that did not fit the assignment requirements (she needed a
word with 60 references in the text). After that, she discussed her options with her roommates,
and then finally decided to write on diligence. Haley compiled a Google Doc with every
reference of “diligence” from the text, and she studied them. She decided on sub-themes which
she then used to create an outline. Her final step before writing was to choose quotes from the
text and include them in the outline. She then “filled in the paragraphs.” Haley did not indicate
how many times she revised the paper; however, she said she tried “to be really conscientious . . .
because [academic writing] doesn't come naturally.” After completing a draft, she had two
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people—a roommate and a classmate—read it over before she revised it a final time and turned it
in. She summarized her process as “a lot of work.”
Contrast this process with that of another paper Haley wrote. With regards to this second
paper, Haley said, “Um, with this paper I turned it in like 5 minutes before the due date . . . I just
ran out of time and procrastinated.” She outlined her main points, read through a few provided
resources, and researched the topic (a required step). From there, she followed a template as she
drafted the paper, and then she had her husband and classmate read through it (the peer review
was required). Haley ran through the paper a final time and turned it in. In her interview, she
lamented not having time to fix the surface errors, but she did not seem inclined to touch the
paper again. To her, it was only a grade (a term she mentioned multiple times throughout).
Her process for the second paper had two fewer activities than the “diligence” paper, and
she spent less time on it as well. In comparison, her “diligence” essay planning process appeared
more robust: she talked about the paper with others, she brainstormed topics, and she compiled
lists. Her investment levels seemed to have been higher. I suggest a reason for the difference in
processes was that the rhetorical influence of the “diligence” paper exceeded the rhetorical
influence of the second. The reason her word study essay had a longer duration is because she
wrote it with the understanding that the paper would be useful to her later. “I’d been wanting to
do a word study on diligence for a while, so it was just like in the back of my head,” and “I'm
definitely going to do [word studies] in the future.” It was that longer duration which inspired her
to spend more time and include activities in her writing process.
In contributing to Eodice et al.’s findings, I suggest that writing isn’t meaningful just
because it is personal. Writing is meaningful because of its duration. Jane’s poem had meaning
because it was personal, yes, but also because it would continue to serve a personal purpose in
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five, ten, twenty, even fifty years. And it is that duration which made Jane so conscientious about
her writing process; it was that duration which prompted her to think through her experiences at
college and generate words like “kazoo or pineapple”—words that could spark her memories no
matter how much time had passed. Similarly, Haley’s word study essay had meaning because she
liked the activity; however, more than that, she saw herself using those skills and that essay again
in the future. It was the duration of influence that motivated her to spend so much time on the
essay, not just that she found the topic interesting. Duration of rhetorical influence, then, is
perhaps a reason why meaningful writing is linked with a robust process.
Pedagogical Implications
My findings suggest students use more robust writing processes when composing in
genres with longer durations of rhetorical influence. This implies that if teachers want students to
use more robust writing processes, they might begin by designing course objectives, activities,
and assignments which (1) help students envision or create an identity with their audience,
and/or (2) help students develop reasons for writing which portrays the writing as something
useful in the future. Teachers might also consider recent scholarship showing that mindfulness
(metacognition) is integral for reflection (Reiff and Bawarshi 315). Therefore, a key component
of my proposed curriculare innovations would be to help students think about why duration of
rhetorical influence, genre, and writing process matter.
Learning Outcomes
Three learning outcomes a writing class might include are (1) Students will understand
the importance of developing productive and flexible individual and collaborative writing
processes, including prewriting, drafting, revising, and reflection; (2) Students will consider a
text's temporal duration of rhetorical influence and its relationship to the rhetorical situation and
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writing process; and (3) Students will extend the duration of rhetorical influence in their writing
by envisioning and articulating an identity they wish to create or promote with their audience,
and/or by establishing personal goals for the writing which are personally meaningful and thus of
a longer duration. If teachers integrate these outcomes into instructions, classroom practice, and
assignments, students may be motivated to practice more robust writing processes. Likewise,
students would better understand how writing processes correlate with text duration. They would
also know how to increase the rhetorical duration of assignments, thereby making the
assignments more meaningful in the process. The following examples illustrate what this might
look like at school and at home.
Classroom Instruction and Assignments
The class curriculum would be iterative, meaning teachers would teach the same concepts
during each unit of the class. Early in the semester, teachers could design lessons with the
objective of helping students recognize how writing process is inherently tied to purpose and to
duration. For one class, teachers might show the scenes leading up to Charles Bingley proposing
to Jane Bennett in the 2005 film Pride and Prejudice. Teachers might ask students to identify the
rhetor’s purpose for his speech and, from there, determine the duration of rhetorical influence. At
that point, teachers could ask, “How much time do you think Charles spent planning this
proposal? Why?” Teachers could suggest that Charles likely doesn’t go through the same process
for all his interactions with Jane, so why was this one different? At that point, teachers might
lead a discussion about how the duration of rhetorical influence relates to the writing process.
Charles may have spent considerable time composing his proposal because he was asking Jane to
share an identity with him that would last the duration of their lives. Instructors could have their
students brainstorm what writings have been most meaningful to them over the years, and
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teachers could have them then determine the purpose for each text and duration of rhetorical
influence.
Another day, instructors could have their students draw their writing processes for a
variety of texts they’d written in the past—each genre having a different duration of influence.
Teachers might help students evaluate how they adjust their processes according to the duration
of rhetorical influence. Instructors could then segue into a discussion about writing goals and the
ways in which process help writers achieve those goals. Students might practice various process
activities in class or at home during the semester.
Teachers could assess their students’ understanding of the lectures by having them
replicate class activities at home. For example, instructors could have students identify the
audience, purpose, and duration of rhetorical influence of a social media post, an inaugural
address, an opinion editorial, etc. Then, in class, teachers might put their students in groups and
have them think about what the rhetor’s writing process might have looked like and why.
During the semester, instructors could require students to keep a process journal, in
which they outline their writing processes for any academic writing they do during the semester.
Teachers perhaps would also require one or two entries about personal writing (e.g., a text
message). Near the end of the semester, instructors might have students go through their
journals, determine the lengths of rhetorical influence, and observe the correlation between their
writing processes and the durations of the texts. The teachers’ goal in this and the other
assignments would be to increase mindfulness about duration of rhetorical influence and writing
process.
For each major paper, instructors could have students articulate the identity they wish to
create with their audience and the ways the writing will be meaningful to them at a future date.
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Prior to this, teachers might study excerpts from the Meaningful Writing Project with the class
and have their students practice making different types of goals. For example, instructors could
point out that meaningful writing is relevant or applicable to the writer’s future self. Teachers
might then ask how students could make their final research paper relevant and applicable.
Students might suggest choosing a topic which pertains to their field of study. Or they might
identify skills they wish to acquire during the writing process (e.g., skills of revision) that will be
helpful in later classes. Teachers could point out that goal setting can help writers engage in
more robust writing process by extending the duration of rhetorical influence.
At the end of each paper, instructors could encourage students to engage in reflection-inpresentation. Teachers might ask students to think about their goals and how those goals shaped
the way in which students wrote or engaged in the writing process. Instructors could also ask
students to think about what proved most useful to them. If the students can connect
“meaningful” with specific writing process activities and skills, then teachers could have high
hopes that the knowledge—or at least the rhetorical significance—will endure.
Conclusion
The theory of temporal duration which I present in this thesis not only helps teachers
design assignments, but it also speaks in favor of a more contemporary methodology for coding
genre, one which distinguishes time as a focal element. Pamela Takayoshi argues that we have
entered a technological age where students are writing in ways which were “unimaginable” forty
years ago (552). She calls for new research and ways of researching which would account for
these changes. My theory proposes adding temporal duration to our conceptual framework as a
way to elaborate our understanding of audience, purpose, and writing process. All texts, I argue,
can be understood in terms of temporal duration--the duration of rhetorical influence. I suggest
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that RGS can use this theory to better understand the rhetorical situation and how genre relates to
time.
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APPENDIX
Codebook
Primary Codes
Primary
Codes

Description

Audience

The participant identifies an audience or audiences.

Genre

Any time the participant talks about writing in a genre he/she names.

Purpose
Fulfilled

The participant talks about when a purpose will be or has been fulfilled.

Purpose

The participant talks about the writing in connection with a purpose or goal.

Time

The participant talks about time spent on or between composing events.

Planning

All planning activities—activities which served a planning purpose (see table
below)—were coded under planning.

Writing

All writing activities—activities which served a writing purpose (see table
below)—were coded under writing.

Re-writing

All re-writing activities—activities which served a re-writing purpose (see table
below)—were coded under re-writing.

Reflecting

All reflection activities—activities which served a reflecting purpose (see table
below)—were coded under reflecting.

Duration of
Rhetorical
Influence

I attributed these codes after determining the purpose of each writing sample.
The duration of rhetorical influence is the length of time between the piece’s
conception and when it fulfilled its various purposes (purposes envisioned by the
writer during the writing process).

Composition Primary Codes
Primary
Code

Activity

Planning

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Purpose

Thinking about the paper or topic
(see Paul Prior)
Note-taking
Discussing the topic with others
Outlining
Researching
Free-writing
Reading task descriptions
Any other activities which fulfills a
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Generate ideas

planning purpose
Writing

•
•
•

•

Drafting paragraph-length text
Free-writing
Line-editing while writing (see
Sondra Perl “Understanding
Composing”)
Any other activities which fulfills a
writing purpose

Compose ideas in paragraph form

Re-writing

•
•
•
•

Peer reviews or workshops
Content and copy-editing
Discussions about revisions
Any other activities which fulfills a
re-writing purpose

Clarify ideas or rework the way in
which ideas are articulated for an
audience and/or purpose

Reflecting

•

Reading a completed piece without
the intent of editing
Any other activities which fulfills a
reflection purpose

Look back on a finished project in
order to improve future writing

•

Secondary Codes
Secondary Codes

Description

Any time a student mentions an audience whom the student chose as the
Audience: Determined recipient of the writing, or to whom the student has a personal connection
by Student
(indicated by calling the person by a first name, etc.)
Any time a student mentions an audience who was assigned as an
Audience: Determined audience for the writing, or an audience with whom the student has no
for Student
consequential relationship.
Purpose: Determined
for Student

This refers to a purpose for writing as outlined by the teacher or someone
else.

Purpose: Determined
by Student

Any time a student indicated a purpose, including grades, not dictated by
someone else.

Duration of
Consumption: Time

Instances in which the student talks about time—time in the composition
or time until the purpose is fulfilled, etc.

Duration of
Any time the student talks about the purpose in connection with its
Consumption: Purpose completion. For example, “I received a grade yesterday,” might be coded
Fulfilled
here if “grade” was a purpose for the writing.
Short Duration of
Rhetorical Influence

The purposes of the text are fulfilled with the span of a week (or
anticipated by the student to be fulfilled in that space of time).

Mid Duration of

The purposes of the text are anticipated to be fulfilled within a month,
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Rhetorical Influence

quarter, or year.

Long Duration of
Rhetorical Influence

Has a purpose which will not be fulfilled within the span of a year.

Genre: In School

The student names a genre which will or has received a grade.

Genre: Out of School The student names a genre which will not receive a grade.
Tertiary Codes
Tertiary Codes

Description

In School: Creative Writing

Students name creative genres such as stories, poetry, memoires,
etc. written for a grade.

In School: Conference Paper

Students talk about writing their conference papers, a researchbased essay required genre in FYC at BYU.

In School: Narrative

Students indicate writing a “narrative” paper for a grade.

In School: Essay (random
academic)

Students talk about writing an essay genre for a grade which
does not fall in one of the other academic categories.

In School: Opinion Editorial

Students talk about writing their opinion editorials, a required
genre in FYC at BYU.

In School: Reflection Paper

Students talk about reflection assignments, mostly in connection
with FYC.

In School: Research Paper

Students talk about writing in a genre which they call a “research
paper” for a grade.

Students talk about writing their rhetorical analysis paper, a
In School: Rhetorical Analysis required genre in FYC at BYU.
Out of School: Application

Students talk about an application for a job or scholarship or
something which will be reviewed by a group of people.

Many students are members of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints, and as part of that church, students are often
asked to give speeches. If a student mentions these speeches, I
Out of School: Church Speech coded them accordingly.
Out of School: Email

Students talk about writing emails for any purpose.

Out of School: Journal

Students talk about writing in a journal (any type of journal).

Out of School: Narrative

Students talk about writing a narrative not prompted by a school
assignment.

Out of School: Letter

Students talk about writing a letter—resignation letter, thank you
letter, etc.

Out of School: Creative
Writing

Students talk about writing as stories, poetry, memoires, etc.
written for a grade.
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Out of School: Poetry

Students talk about writing in poetry (I coded this separately
from creative writing because there were enough students talking
about writing poetry.)

Out of School: Random nonacademic genres

Students talk about writing in a genre which does not fit in any
of the other non-academic categories.

Out of School: Social Media

Students talk about composing written texts on an online
platform such as Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, blog posts etc.

Out of School: Text Message

Students talk about writing a text message.

Audiences:
Classmates/Undergraduates

Students talk about composing for an audience of either
classmates or fellow undergraduates at the university.

Audiences: Friends/family

Students talk about writing for friends or family members.

Students compose for a general audience whom they call
Audiences: General ("people") “people”.
Audiences: Other (specific
audience)

Students name an audience which does not fit into one of these
categories (for example, a scholarship review board).

Audiences: Professor or TA

Students talk about writing for a professor or a TA. This code is
actually split into two sections, determined by the student and
determined for the student.

Audiences: Self

Students indicate that they are writing for themselves.

Audiences: Ward

Students talk about writing to a church audience (often the
church groups are called wards).

Audiences: Work-related

Students talk about writing for work-related audiences, either
clientele, coworkers, or bosses.
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